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Amendments to the Drawings 

None. 
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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 



Regarding Claims 1 and 2, the limitations of previous Claim 2 have been merged 
with Claim 1 . The Office Action cites Reddy for a condom that can be inserted by a 
passive partner. We do not believe that Reddy teaches that use, as Reddy continually 
refers to his/her invention as having walls that are "thin", or describing the invention as 
"thin-walled" (Abstract, Col. 2, line 36, Col. 7, line 12, Col. 13, line 33, Col. 13, line 38, 
Col. 1 4, line 21 , and Claims 1,18, and 35). Reddy does not focus any discussion upon 
any advantages of having a thick-walled condom, and based on his/her reliance upon 
the "thin-walled" description, actually appears to be teaching away from Resnic's 
invention. We found no discussion in Reddy to support the contention in the Office 
Action that "Reddy's thick wall and semi-rigid nature of the condom is thick enough to 
allow a passive sexual partner to insert the condom into a vagina or anus without 
assistance from an active sexual partner or piloting assembly device". As such, we 
believe that Claim 1 as re-written is allowable, thereby allowing all dependant claims as 
well. 



Claim 8 is rejected over Reddy combined with Pasczuk. We respectfully 
traverse this rejection. The scrotum strap of Pasczuk is not "circumferentially and 
contiguously formed adjacent to and in communication with the outer edge of the collar at the 
proximal, open end". The advantage of Resnic's scrotum strap is that because the strap is 
contiguous with, and made from the same thick material, as the collar, it is strong enough to 
withstand the rigors of intercourse. Pasczuk's strap, on the other hand, is attached by the thin 
wall material, which is a much weaker configuration than Resnic's. Looking at Pasczuk's 
drawings, the fact that he had to have round cut 9 is an acknowledgement that he knew that 
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attaching the scrotum strap to the thin wall portion would result in easy tearing of the thin wall 
portion and the resulting separation of the condom from its retaining strap. 



With respect to the rejection of Claim 1 0, Alia does not teach an enclosure similar to 

Resnic's. Resnic's enclosure, as illustrated in Figure , is designed with a second membrane 

with a hole or slit, which allows no backflow. While an absorbant sponge is an optional 
component of Resnic's condom, it is essential to Alia because without the sponge, seminal fluids 
in Alia would be as free to travel as they are in a traditional condom. Indeed, we find the term 
"seminal reservoir" ill-suited to Alia, as in Alia, any semen not absorbed by the sponge is not 
contained in any way, shape or form. Resnic, on the other hand, has a condom with a true 
seminal reservoir. 



Claim 1 1 is rejected over Reddy in view of Pasczuk. Again, we believe the Office 
Action misreads Pasczuk. Figure 5 in Pasczuk shows two rings separated by a portion 
of the thin wall. Thus, the scrotum strap in this figure will tear off just as easily as it 
would in the other embodiments Pasczuk describes. The Office Action claims that 
"figure 5 shows the strap (4) shares a common edge adjacent to and in communication 
with the collar (10).. ." This is simply not what Figure 5 shows. From Pasczuk, "a 
second ring 10 is shown to even extremely improve the safety provided by ring 4." Item 
1 0 is not a collar; it is a second ring. This is clear from the language of Pasczuk. Item 
10 is intended to provide to provide a second layer of protection, item 10 grips the penis 
while item 4 is the scrotum strap which grips the testicles. Resnic's invention provides a 
much stronger scrotum strap which does not need the additional "back-ups" Pasczuk 
apparently thought were useful for his condom. 

With respect to the rejection of Claim 12, Reddy teaches a semi-rigid condom. 
We do not believe that a semi-erect penis would fit into a semi-rigid condom, and 
request the examiner to provide a reference in support of this contention. 
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Claims 14 and 15 are rejected over Reddy in view of Alia. As discussed earlier, 
Alia does not teach a "reservoir" of the type or quality of Resnic's - Alia teaches a 
sponge in a retention portion of the condom where the semen is (hopefully) absorbed 
by the sponge. We also respectfully disagree with the Office Action's discussion of 
Reddy. Reddy does not present the closed distal end Resnic describes. Foam is an 
absorbent material that may or may not absorb all the semen ejaculated onto it; it is not 
a reservoir in the sense that Resnic provides a reservoir. We also fail to see how 
Reddy would prevent backflow other than by keeping the condom pointed down. 
Resnic's reservoir clearly shows a membrane that is contoured downward, such the 
semen pushed at it from any angle will naturally push through and become trapped in 
the reservoir. There is nothing other than gravity to hold the semen in Reddy's condom. 
Comparing Figure 5 to Resnic's carefully designed reservoir, we do not believe that this 
rejection should stand. 



■ 
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CONCLUSION 

All of the objections and rejections raised by the Examiner have been addressed 
by Applicant. In view of the amendments to the claims and the remarks submitted 
herein, Applicant submits that all of the new claims of record are in condition for 
allowance and respectfully requests that a Notice of Allowance be issued in this case in 
due course. 

If it is felt for any reason that direct communication with Applicant's attorney 
would serve to advance prosecution of this application to allowance, the Examiner is 
invited to contact the undersigned, attorney of record in this case, Eric Hanscom, Esq., 
at one of the listed below numbers or at his below listed e-mail address. 

I certify that this response to the Office Action adds no new matter to the 
application. 

Dated: February 24, 2008 Respectfully Submitted, 

LAW OFFICE OF ERIC HANSCOM 

By /Eric Hanscom/ 
Eric Hanscom 

Eric Hanscom 

Law Office of Eric Hanscom 
7395 Portage Way 
Carlsbad, CA 92011 

Telephone: (760)804-1712 
Facsimile: (760)494-3014 
Email: Eric@EricHanscom.com 
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